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PER CURI AM

Rheva A. Wl lians appeal sthe district court's orders adopting
the reports and recommendati ons of the nagi strate judge and grant -
I ng summary judgnment in this action challenging the term nation of
her enpl oynent with the Charlottesville Public School System The
School Board cross-appeals, challenging a single holding of the
district court. W have reviewed the record and the district
court's opinions and find no reversible error. Accordingly, we

affirmon the reasoning of the district court. Wllianms v. Char-

|lottesville Sch. Bd., No. CA-94-50-3-C (WD. Va. Cct. 4, 1996; My

23, 1996). W deny the School Board's notion for certification of
a question to the Virginia Suprenme Court because the issue i s not

determ native of this appeal. See Boyd v. Bulala, 877 F.2d 1191,

1199 (4th Cr. 1989); Cross v. State FarmMit. Auto. Ins. Co., 873

F.2d 75, 75 (4th Gr. 1989); see also Va. Sup. . R 5:42. W dis-
pense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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